20 30

20 30

20 30
30 ) )
) , 30
Bernanke (1995) , ,20 30
, 1932 1936 368% - 0.72% -
8.64% 8.30% 5.87 %, 1.7%
(0.6% 0.5%) , (1.7% 1.8%) , (3.7%)
1929 1932 , , ) )
(Temin ,1993 ;Bernanke ,1995) ,
(Romer ,1993) ; , ,
, (Bchengreen and Sachs,1985)
* , , 1100084 , :guanhh @sem. tsnghua.
edu.cn ,
Yeh, K.C. (1977) , (1997)
,1929 1932
1925 1928 ., 1929
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, , 20 30
1 30

, Fiedman(1992) Brandt Sargent (1989)

, 20 30 ;
Bernanke (1995) , ;
1929 —937
1929 , )
( 1) 19729 ,
1929 1931
, , 25 % ,
1 1929 —1937
’ 1929 [ 104.5| 111.1| 96.7 | 137 |135.3| 627
' 1930 | 114.8| 115.9|101.4 | 124 |114.1| 554
. 2 ' 1929 1931 [ 126.7|122.6|112.6 | 105 | 97.6| 502
' ( 8.4 1932 [ 112.4|112.9|113.8 | 93 | 94.1| 427
45.2) ' 1933{103.8/101.0(104.5| 95 | 93.7| 398
! 1934 | 97.1| 92.3| 94.3 | 107 | 96.4| 376
' ' 1935 | 96.4| 95.5| 84.6 | 114 | 99.5| 338
' 1936 | 108.5| 110.6/105.4 | 115 [106 | 410
' 1937 | 123.8 130.0(118.6
' : (1981) ,
, ) 196 (199%) , 1013
1929 105 1931 107, , , 107 150
2 , 1929
1929 , 3% , , 0%,

21
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20 30
1931 ,
2 1929 —936
(100 )
1926 =100 | 1926 =100 (1000 )
1929 105.2 107.7 85.9 85.4 +105826 1620 1070
1930 108.3 | 126.7 50.5 6L7 + 67006 1723 944
1931 107.5 | 150.2 45 46.5 + 45445H 2002 915
1932 04 | 140.2 55.8 45.2 - 6672 1524 569
1933 820 | 1323 62.7 56. 1 - 9257 1345 612
1934 7.7 132.1 73.5 77.4 - 164780 1030 535
1935 7.6 | 128.4 82 108.5 - 38124 919 576
1936 %.1 141.7 65 72.8 - 160220 941 706
(1981) , (1984) , ( +)
(-) : ( )
(1981)
, ,1929 —931
52 ,
5.2 4/5 ( ,1981) ,
, 1929 7700 1932 9200 ( 3)
1 2 , 1929 —931 , 1929 —931
1931 , 9 ,1932
: : 40 %,
, 2 1931
, 1932 , 1931
.9 5.6 ( 2 )
1933 , , ,
1932 , ;
, 1932 —933 1935
2 4 ), , ,
1933 , 1932 19 1933
1932 26.2%, 18.7 %, 17.9%, (2981)
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33 (Friedman ,1992) 1929 , ,
1933 1930 30 % : :
) , 1935
, 1934 ( 1,
1 1/ 3 ’ 1 ( 3)
, 1934 10 , 3 1931 —1936
’ 10 % ) ’
, (1931 =100) | (10 )
' ' ' 1931 100 24. 4
' , 1932 72 19.2
1933 61 15. 4
, 1934 56 13.1
1935 1935 57 14.7
1936 60 15.6
1 L] ) (1981)
2/3, 60 % 40 % (
80 % ), , , )
, 1936 56 , 1933 1935
17 , 45% 1935 , 1933
2 3 ), ,
, , ,1937
, 40 %( ,1981) ,
, ( 1)
, 1929 , 1929 —931
, 1932 , )
, , , 1932
1934 1935
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20 30

, 4 1929 —1936
4 , , (1933 )
1 H 10
' 1929 773.8 278.2
1930 821.1 296. 4
1931 886. 9 320.0 0.4 1.27
1932 921.5 334.1 0.41 1.49
1934 , 1933 1006. 3 369. 7 0.44 1.5
1934 1042. 6 395.0 0.44 1.12
! ! 1935 1104. 1 441.8 0. 46 1.6
' 1936 1227. 4 499. 1 0. 49 1.95
? ’ : Yeh, K.C. (1977).
20 30
, 20 30 ,
, : , ,1928 —1929
84%, 1929 1937 2/3
, 1934 1937
( 5)
5 y ’
1930 —1936
6 1930 —1936 , ,  1930—932
, , , ,1032
, (Rolnick and Weber ,1983; Brandt and
Sargent ,1989) ,
() , 1928 10
: ,60 %
40 % 1935 ,
Temin(1993)  Romer (1993)
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(

)

1928 1937

(

20

124, 1937
1597

, 117

) :

40 %
35%,

20

30

20

2.8

100 %

5 1929 937
:100
1929 | 434.0 334.0 100 23
1930 [ 585.0 484.0 101 17.3
1981 | 775.0 | 558.0 | 217 28
1932 | 749.0 619.0 130 17.4
1933 | 699.0 | 614.0 86 12.3
1934 | 836.0 | 689.0 | 147 17.6 | 13 7
1935 [ 941.0 745.0 196 20.8 32 26
1936 | 1073.0 | 817.0 | 256 2.8 a7 83
1937 | 1167.0 870.0 297 25.4 12 54
(1981)
6 1930 —1936
( ) :100

1930 | 2200 | 287.7 | 956.3 | 3392.1 6836. 1

1931 | 2271 | 281.4 | 896.9 | 3591.5 7040. 8

1932 | 2289 | 275.1 | 924.4 | 3880.8 7369. 3

1933 | 2275 | 268.8 | 978.8 | 4290.6 7813.2

1934 1995 262.5 | 1108.9 4620. 9 7987. 3

1935 | 1703 | 256.2 | 1413.5| 5460.1 8832. 8

1936 1391 250 2438.6 6394. 2 10473.8

:Rawski (1989) |,
25
1935
60 %
1931 —935 ,
(Brandt and Sargent ,1989) |,
11 % —18 % 30 6% —8%,
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1933 , ,
1928 —1935
, ' ,1935
20 ) , 1.65 19.12
, 1935 8 27
11930 68 %, 32%, 1935 55 %,
45 % , ) ,
1931 )
1935 ,
, 1937 ,
7 , 1935 11 1937 ,
, 8% 20%
7 1929 —1936 ( ) :100
M1 M1 M1 M1
1929 101562 0. 100 1328 0.025 26434 - 0.057
1930 6836. 1 0. 030 111720 0.099 1361 - 0.097 24922 - 0.121
1931 7040. 8 0. 047 122748 - 0.010 1229 0. 108 21894 - 0.071
1932 7369. 3 0. 060 121519 - 0.059 1362 0.034 20341 - 0.029
1933 7813.2 0.022 114386 - 0.008 1408 0. 029 19759 0. 153
1934 7986.5 0. 106 113451 - 0.048 1449 0. 080 22774 0.187
1935 8832. 8 0. 186 108009 0. 086 1565 0.121 27032 0.141
1936 10473.7 117297 1755 30852
Bernanke (1995)
, 1935 1935 ,
,1932
) ( ,1934)
, , 1929 —1936
, M1
, 1931 , 1933 ,
1936 , ,
1937 (1981)
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8 1931 935
Bernanke (1995) ,
1932 ,
1933 1932
, 1930
, 1933 1934
,1935
1931 ,

1932 —1933

1932 ,

1935
M1
, 1934
,1932
,1936 )
1930 —
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20 30
8
1930 1931 1932 1933 1934 1935 1936
- 0.066 - 0.116 -0.09 0.076 0.1 0.074 0.072
- 0.117 - 0.173 0. 086 0.025 - 0.001
-0.113 - 0.057 0.078 0.12 0. 008
0. 000 0.003 | - 0.044 0.039 0.078
- 0.116 -0.122 -0.045 | -0.017 0.018 0.024 0.048
-0.14 -0.133 | -0.065 - 0.037 - 0.038
- 0.084 -0.011 | -0.002 0.033 0.036
0. 063 0.090 -0.063 | -0.088 - 0.083 - 0.025 0.174
M1
0.016 - 0.088 - 0.068 | - 0.006 0.019 0.027 0.074
- 0.142 -0.052 | -0.009 - 0.016 - 0.037
- 0.102 0.014 | -0.03 0. 002 - 0.006
0. 030 0. 047 0. 060 0. 022 0. 106 0. 186
M1
0.030 - 0.129 -0.006 | -0.024 - 0.002 - 0.011 -0.011
- 0.142 -0.052 | -0.009 - 0.016 - 0.037
- 0.102 0.014 | - 0.03 0. 002 - 0.006
0.028 0.035 0.050 0.070 0.104 - 0.015
0.122 0.0%4 0.007 | - 0.009 - 0.023 - 0.022 - 0.018
0.11 0. 064 0.032 0. 006 0.016
0.059 - 0.02 - 0.025 - 0.032 - 0.031
- 0.035 - 0.007 0.004 [ -0.042 - 0.018 - 0.020
- 0.073 -0.179 -0.222 0.014 0. 056 0.021 0.072
- 0.193 -0.292 | -0.008 0.015 - 0.024
- 0.146 - 0.192 0.021 0. 067 0.03
- 0.007 - 0.261 0.240 [ - 0.049 0.088 - 0.028
- 0.071 -0.211 - 0.264 0. 004 0.038 0.02 0.049
- 0.159 -0.25 - 0.006 - 0.067 - 0.012
- 0.315 -0.271 0.008 0.07 0.027
0. 052 - 0.185 -0.082 | -0127 - 0.019 - 0.072
Bernanke(1995) , Yeh, K C. (1977) ,
(1981) M1 Ravski (1989) , , Rawski
(1993) , , (1996)
8
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1930 ) J
8
30
1 8
30 , ) )
, , 1929
(Temin, 1993 ; Romer , 1993) )
,1929 1932
Rawski (1993) Friedman (1992)
,20 30 , ,
, 1933 5 , )
1932 40 %
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China’ s Macroeconomy in the Great Depression

Quan Hanhui
(School of Booromics and Management , Tsnghua University ;
Center for China in the World Ecoromy , Tdnghua Universty)

Abgtract : This pgper looks back China s ecoromy in the depresson, andyzes it usng ecoromics theory and conpares it with the
oountries in Glden Sandard , trying hard to account for higorica redity. Thefindingsd this pgper asfollows: two factors played
important role in China’ s ecoromy o depresson, one is Slver Sandard, and the other is conpetitive bank sygem. Slver
Sandard caused China s ecorony being different from those @ld Sandard countries. Unlike Wegern countries lived through the
Great Depresson by adopting active finance policy , Chind s noney supply had not decreased in depresson owing to conpetitive
bank sygem, 9 bank crises did ot svept China ,which was an inportant reason why Chinese ecoromy sufered little in Great
Depresson.

Key Wor ds: Great Depresson ; Macroecoromy ; Slver Sandard ; Bank Sygem
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